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PREFACE

This monograph is a companion to three other books by myself:

Guerrilla Communications (multilithed, 1966), Soviet Intervention in the

Spanish Civil War (draft, 1965), and Hemingway and the Spanish Civil Wa:'

(draft, 1967). It is the detailed versicn of one of the case studies
utilized in the first work. It is written in conjunctiorn with the Research
Program on Problems of Internation "munication and Security sponscred
by the Advanced Research Projfzcts . _ s of the Department of Defense under
contract No. 920F-9717 and monitored by the Air Force dffice of Scientific
Research (AFOSR) under contract AF L9 (638)-1227.

My appreciation is due Professor William B. Watson of M.I.T. for
suggesting the line of investigation of reasons why the senior loyalist of-
ficials did not develop a guerrilla warfare policy. I wish particularly to
thank the Swiss political journalist Dr. Ernst Halperin for calling to my
attention the material on Abraham Guillen, the important article by Colonel
Enrique Lister on post-Civil War guerrilla operations in Spain, for discus-
sing his recollections of his interview in 1962 with General Alberto Bayo in
Cuba, and for his several critical comments regarding both facts and inter-
pretations. For suggestions concerning the organization and focus of this
paper, 1 am indebted to Professor Ithiel de Sola Pool of M.I.T. I also
profited from brief discussions with Professor Noam Chomsky of M.I.T. and
Mr. Eric Hobsbawm. For the examples of counterinsurgency policies in
Greco-Roman antiquity I am thankful to Mr. T. F. Carney. Mrs. (now Dr.)
Rosemary Rogeirs kindly helped with translations of the material by Ernst

Kantorowicz.
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Among tne plethora of primary documents, rapportage, and memoirs of
the Spanish Civil War, few have recorded data on guerrilla operations and
none give it extended treatment.l Ever the dozen or so excellent major
studies of the Spanish Civil War that have appeared since 1955, while
brightly illuminating many of the controversial prcblems and questions of
the period, give little or no attention to its guerrilla asrvect.

Except for some tantalizing pessing remarks in memoirs published in
the 1930's and 1940's, it is only during the present decade that enough
evidence has accumulated to permit a coherent account. Since 1956 the
Russians have permitted gradual release of some new material on limited
aspects of their participation, including the guerrilla aspect. These spe-
cific references by Russian and other Communists to guerrille operations in
Spain have been part of the de-Stalinization process, perticularly thet
part concerned with the "rehabilitation" ol +hc “Spariards,” that is, the
East European Communist veterans of the Spanish Civil War whom Stalin had
vilified and purged after World War II. The more recent (1964) extension
of these rehabilitations to include those few "chekists" {NKVD personnel)
who attempted to mitigate the horrors of Stalinist purges has probably
given impetus to the current admissions of the clandestine rdle of the NKVD
in Spain. However, a more direct cause has perhaps been the recent Soviet

attacks on some of the guerrilla warfare theories of "Che" Guevara.

& Except, possibly, the recent memoir by Soviet Colonel Starinov,
which I have seen only in translat:d excerpts.
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Due to my exclusive reliance on the weak published literature, this
study, in its present form, should be judged as a preliminary effort only.
To pave the way for future research of a more definitive nature, I have
supplied two aides: first, a bibliography that is also a check-list of all
relevant references found by mc and, second, a biographical appendix that

includes all known living eyewitness sources.




I. OVERVIEW

Guerrilla is a Spanish word and enough of a Spanish tradition that
the word--if not the reality--was quite naturally evoked in the immediate

wake of the generals' blundered pronunciamiento of 17 July 1936. As the

rebel generals' attempted coup d'etat developed into the civil war that
would bleed Spain for the next thirty-one months, the lines were quickly
drawn between virtually all the Army officers and most of the regular troops
in the Nationalist ("Rebel") zone and the hastily improvised militias in
the dwindling Republican ("Loyalist") zone. It was pro}essionals versus
amateurs and was so perceived by Spaniards and foreigners alike. The
Loyalist militia columns--Socialist miners, Anarchist trade-unionists, and
Communist student:, in a harlequinade of uniforms, accompanied by their
women-in-arms--were widely, spontaneously, and romantically dubbed "guer-
rillas."”" Thus Jessica Mitford, 19 year-old aristocrat, promptly telephoned
Communist Party headquarters in London to inquire if they wanted her as &
"guerrilla" volunteer.l And Ramon Sender, the distinguished Spanish Re-
publican novelist, applied the term to ordinary militia troops as late as

October 1936.2

1 Jessica Mitford, Daughters and Rebels (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1960), pp. 109, 11k, 131.
e Ramon Sender, Counter-Attack in Spain (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,

1937), p.- 222. Also the Manchester Guardian correspondent Frank Jellinek,
The Civil War in Spain (London: Gollanez, 1938), where he characterizes the
Anarchist militia leaders Durruti and del Barrio as 'rather guerrilla fighters."




The Spanish Civil War provides the most detailed case study of direct
Soviet intervention in guerrilla operations abroa.d.1 Moreover, it is the
only such case in which the controlling rdle of Soviet state security--at
that time called the NKVD--has been documented in any detail. However, it
demonstrates the difficulties in reconstructing these operations solely from
documentary sources. First, we remain largely dependent on either memoirs
of ex-Communists or calculated revelations in the Communist press. Second,
until the relevant portions of the Spanish Nationalist archives are made
available to scholars, it will probably remain impossible tov have a defini-
tive look on "the other side of the hill" at the counterguerrilia policies
and operations, although important material may exist in the publicly avail-
able German and Italian archives. Another course of research is opén. It
should be feasible to locate and commission memoirs from (or interviews with)
surviving Loyalist guerrillas and perhaps even from Spanish officers and
civil officials and German and Italian "advisers" who were involved with
counter-measures. However, until such archival and personal sources are
studied, all des;riptions and conclusions given in this present paper should

be taken ai} tentative.

1 The only other instances of proven, direct Soviet intervention with

advisers and material in foreign guerrilla operations occurred in the Russo-
Polish War of 1920, the East European stntes during WW II, and Xorea in the
early 1950's. However, no comprehensive accounts of any of these cases have
been published either. Preliminary studies are in John A. Armstrong, The
Politics of Totalitarianism (New York: Random House, 1961), pp. 158-172;
John A. Armstrong (editor), Soviet Partisans in World War II (Madison:
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Guerrilla operations were only a minor element ir ine Republican gov-
ernment's strategy during the Spanish Civil War. Nor did Franco's Rebel
army or his German, Italian, and Portuguese "volunteer" units make any use
whatever of this mode of conflict.1 The Loyalist government's guerrillas
constituted only an ancillary behind-the-lines force. At most they achieved
marginal success in disrupting Rebel lines of communication and in tying
down scme Rebel troops in security duties. Furthermore they played only a
nominal part in organizing popular resistance. However, they are of parti-
cular interest because they were often created and organized, and exclusively
trained, coordinated, and directed by the Soviet Russian NKVD mission in
loyalist Spain. Indeed, this is the only adequately documented case arong

the s2veral actual and alleged interventions by Russian guerrillas in foreign

University of Wisconsin Press, 1964), pp. 3-13; Whaley, Soviet Intervention
in the Korean War (draft, 1965); Whaley, Guerrilla Communications (Cambridge,
Mass.: M.I.T., Center for International Studies, 1966, multilithed).

1

Unless one chooses to stretch & point and class as some sort of "urban
guerrillas” the occasional elusive snipers of the Rebel "Fifth Column" inside
besieged Madrid in 1926 and 1937. That these isolated and apparently unco-
ordinated individuals and occasional small groups conducted terrorist and
espionage acts at all is probably attributable largely to the indiscriminate
executions and other actions taken against all soris of Rightists trapped in
the Loyalist zone. This politically stupid policy left most such malcontents
no alternative between death and active resistance. On this much overrated
paramilitary terrorist activity see Robert Garland Colodny, The Struggle for
Madrid (New York: Paine-Whitman, 1958), pp. 44 and 51; and Sefton Delmer,
Trail Sinister (London: Secker & Warburg, 1961), pp. 287, 289, and 297.
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wars. While maiy questions remain unanswered and some key points lack in-
dependent verification, it is now possible to give a rather comprehensive
survey of guerrillas in Civil War Spain.

Given the fact of direct Soviet involvement in guerrilla operations
in Spain, what was the place of this particular case in Soviet guerrilla
warfare doctrine and practice? Guerrilla warfare was as much a part of
Russian military tradition as it was of Spanish, in both cases going “ack
to the Napoleonic Wars. The Russian experience was dramatically reinforced
during her own Civil War and by behind-the-lines operations conducted by
the GPU (later NKVD) during the Russo-Polish War.l Hence, with the outbreak
of the Spanish Civil War on 17 July 19236 and the Soviet decision in early
September to intervene, Stalin was quick to consider guerrilla warfare as
one of the nore important modes that the war--and Soviet intervention--might
take. Stalin and--independently--such a mixed bag as Nation correspondent

Louis Fischer, Republican aviation hero Ceptain Alberto Bayo, and Barcelona

1 Remarkably, no comprehensive account of the history of Soviet Russian
ruerrilla doctrine and experience has been published. Even the Russians have
published only case studies, memoirs, and occasional highly generslized doc-
trinal statements by Marx, Lenin, Frunze, and Tukhachevsky. At the time of
the 1941 Wehrmacht invasion, the Red Army had neither planned nor organized
for guerrilla warfare. It seems that this issue is too politically inflamma-
tory for Soviet leaders to approach it in other than a spirit of improvization.
Until this gap is filled see particularly, Raymond L. Garthoff', Soviet Military

Doctrine (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1952), pp. 291-409; Armstrong (61),
158-172; and Armstrong (64), 2-13.
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* Anarchist leaders all urged the loyalist government to launch guerrilla war-
fare. For somewhat obscure reasons the government rejected this advice.
However, the NKVD went ahead on its own to plan, train, equip, and mount
behind-the-lines operations. Beginning slowly, as little more than commando-
type diversionary raids across the lines, they gradually developed--partly
due to over-zealous Nationalist reprisals--into full-scale guerrilla opera-
tions, complete with peasant bases but all under more-or-less close super=-
vision of the Soviet NKVD mission.

Line-crossing by Loyalist diversionists and guerrillas was risky but
common. As Hemingway writes of "Jordan,' his semi-fictional guerrilla, 'he
knew from experience how simple it was to move behind enemy lines in all
this country. It was as simple to move behind them as it was to cross
through them, if you had a good guide."l This access was facilitated by
the Rebel strategy cf deploying its numerically inferior forces along the
front in a chain of strongpoints and troop clusters, undefended, lightly
patrolled gaps existing between these concentrations.2 Thus it was quite
possible, particularly under cover of darkness, for small groups to cross
the Rebel "lines" in either direction undetected. A similar opportunity diad

not exist for the Rebels, because by late 19206 the Loyalists had settled on

1 Ernest Hemingway, For Whom the Bell Tolls (New York: Scribner's,
1950), p. L.
< As noted also by Granville Fortescue, Frontline and Deadline (New

York: Putnam's, 1937), pp. 29L-295.
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a strategy of securing their front line with a continuous trench, however
shallow and thinly mayrmed.l "Yank" Levy specifically attributes the revival
of guerrilla warfare in Spain (and in the Sino-Japanese War) to the lack of
"fixed, rigid, long-term 'fronts'. "™
During the Spanish Civil War, the Soviet press gave considerable at-
tention to its military aspects, incluling occasional references to Loyalist
guerrilla activity; but these consisted largely of unspecific and uncritical
pra.:lse.3 What effect, if any, their Spanish experience had on Soviet parti-
san tactics during World War LI is unknown; although the fact that the Deputy
Chief of NKVD guerrilla operations in both wars was the same person--Leonid

Eitingon--suggests that some tactical experience may have carried over.l4

s This one-sided situation probably accounts for the fact that refer-

ences to small-unit raids by the Nationalists are so infrequently recorded
in the literature.

e Ievy (40), Chapter I.

: Armstrong (61), 159, citing the anonymous: -  published "Partizanskaya
borba v tylu ispanskikh miatezhnikov" [The partisan struggle in the rear of
the Spanish rebels], Mirovoe Khoziaistvo i Mirovaya Politika, No. 10, 1938,
pp. 124-126.

4

This point is raised and answered in similarly inconclusive terms by
Armstrong (64), 11. Literary critiec Malcolm Cowley once alleged that Hem-
ingway's For Whom the B¢1ll Tolls was used in the Soviet Army during World
However, this is probably a

War II as a "textbook of guerrilla fighting.'
piece with Cowley's semi-legendary biogrephy of Hemingway, judging from the
fact that until quite recently the Soviet critics and censcrs have found this
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For example, the coordination of aviation with guerrillas was first attempted
in Spain, being used successfully for both supply and evacuation. However,

I do not know whether this was a result of the early (1922) suggestion by
Bolshevik military writer N. Yatsuk that air support be given partisan units
or whether it was the model for its subsequent intensive use by the Russians
during World War II.l That any strategic lessons either existed or were ap-
plied is unlikely; the Soviet General Staff seems to have used its opportunity
in Spain at most as a laboratcry for limited testings of new equipment and
some minor tactics. Contrary to the view of most military analysts at the
time (and some since), the military interventions by the Soviet Union as

well as by Germany and Italy on the side of the Nationalists were urgent
political decisions taken by the respective dictators against the advice

of their military and diplomatic chiefs who feared a major commitment of

their limited military and political power in a peripheral area.2 Judging

novel politically unacceptable for publication. Malcolm Cowley, "A Portrait
of Mister Papa,” Life, Vol. 25, No. 2 (10 Jan 1949), p. 100. However, the

book, Guerrilla Warfare, written by the International Brigade veteiran

"Yank" Levy, was used during World War II as a training manual by toth the
British Home Guard and the American 0SS, both units using International
Brigade veteran: as officers.

1 Garthoff (52), 4o2. Aviatior was used by both sides in Spain to re-

supply and to maintain communications with surrounded and closely besieged

garrisons.

2 For the much overrated "testing theory" of war causation see my
Soviet Intervention in the Spanish Civil War (draft, 1965).
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from one unpublished Soviet dissertation, the Russians did not find the two

situations sufficiently parallel to permit valid operational lessons to be

drawn. Its author concluded that the Spanish guerriilas and the Soviet

partisans were not comparable because the former did not constitute a "mass

movement"” holding broad areas of country behind the lines as did the partisans

but were mainly "diversionist" groups formed inside the Loyalist zone and

sent across the lines for limited periods to perform narrowly specified tasks.l
The Russian Bolsheviks (and other Communists after them) have tended

to sharply distinguish between partisans (or guerrillas) and diversionists

(or commandos, rangers, terrorists, and saboteurs), ranking the latter as

much less politically and socially developed groups. Meshcheriakov's disserte-

tion reflects this doctrine. Spaniards, however, have not made this distinc-

tion. For them, guerrilla has traditionally meant--and often been--little

more than an improvised, uncoordinated, rural-based revolt. This accounts

for the rather indiscriminate and confused labelling in the Spanish Civil

War literature where one can easily find almost any irregular unit--such as

the militia columns--called a "guerrilla" force, or any form of irregular

1 Armstrong (61), 159, and Armstrong (64), 12, both citing Marklen T.
Meshcheriakov, Kommunisticheskaya Partiya Ispanii v Borbe za Demokraticheskiye
Svobody i Natsionalnuyu Nezavisimost Ispanii (1926-1939 gg.) [The Communist
Party of Spain in the struggle for democratic freedoms and national inde-~
pendence in Spain, 1936-1939] (Moscow: Lenin Pedagogical Institute, 1953,
manuscript), pp. 207-203. See also Garthoff (52), hLol.
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combat such as raids, rear guard actions, and last stands (even when performed
by regular units) characterized as "guerrilla" warfare.l

Judging from contemporary propaganda, séized and declassified official
dccuments, memoirs, and recent Spanish Nationalist histories, it seems that
the British,2 American, Italian, German, and even Nationalist intelligence
failed to penectrate--at least to any significant depth--the NKVD-managed
guerrilla operations during the Civil War. Indeed, they seemed quite unaware
that it was an NKVD activity. This was a corollary of their similar and well-

documented failure regarding the entire scope of the Soviet intervention whose

= The similarity of the Spanish and Russian terms for partisan warfare
only further mask their differences in concedt. The Spanish guerrilla and

the Russian malaya voine both literally mean "little war."

. The remarkable official British history of Special Operations Execu-
tive (SOE) discloses that the British secret services had taken almost no
cognizance of guerrilla warfare prior to WW II. Of the three small offices
(all created in 1938) concerned with subversive activities, the first to
examine potential uses of guerrillas in future wars was the War Office's
General Staff research office, GS(R). By lucky happenstance, its chief--
Major J. C. F. Holland, a sapper with experience in the Irish Troubles--was
struck by the current use of guerrillas in Spain and China and on his own
initiative reoriented his section's research away from army education and
toward guerrilla operations. In the spring of 1929 GS(R) was renamed MI-R
and on 15 July 1940 Holland's still miniscule section (with the two other
small subversion groups) was reconstituted by Churchill as the SOE. M. R. D.
Foot, SOE in France (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1966), p. 2.

e e ey ap———— -~ T g o - » g
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general outline was more or less known but whose dctails remained too con-
cealed to permit effective, overall counter-action.

Anti-guerrilla operations were, for this same reason, a failure. In
fact, they proved largely counterproductive. Indissriminate punitive attacks
on rural communities suspected--falsely, as often as not--of harboring Loyal-
ist guerrillas only drove many of the survivors--otherwise militarily inactive
peasants--into self-protective guerrilla bands that were quickly taken under
Soviet control or direction. This is a lesson slowly and painfully if ever
absorbed. The Wehrmacht and SS never learned it during World War II in the
Balkans, Russia, or Italy. By early 1965 the American command in Vietnam
had at least recognized the dimensions of the problem.'.L Significantly, this
was also a factor contributing to the growth of the two other true guerrilla
forces in Spanish history: those formed during the Peninsular War being
partly a reaction to undisciplined raids by French garrison troops; and the
post-World Wer II Spanish guer::illas whose local popular support was at least

occasionally due to indiscriminate reprisals by Franco's troops.

1 For erample, General Frido von Senger und Etterlin, Neither Fear Nor

Hope (New York: Dutton, 1964), p. 269, admits the German blunder against

the Italian Partisans as late as Aug 194k, The problem in Italy was also
partly conceded by General Field-Marshal Albert Kesselring, A Soldier's Record
(New York: Morrow, 1954), pp. 268-279, 353-364. An identical pattern (among
others) occurred in Russia in World War II; many partisan bands having devel-
oped in response to indiscriminate German occupation practices and only later
being brought under Party or Army control. See Garthoff (52), 296, 398, 399,
L0l; and Armstrong (64), 30, 320-334,but compare acdditional nmaterial on

pp. 1L2-155 that shows reprisals to have been only a minor cause of guerrilla

recruitment in Russia.
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Before passing the reader on to the documented mercies of historio-
graphy, I will summarize my findings and conclusions. In doing so, I will
also make explicit my three major biases affecting those conclusions. I
began my research with two and have found no reason to change them. First,

I side with the weak, Republican leftist-leftish, Popular Front, democratic
government in its overthrow by the Nationalists, whom I judge to be a singu-
larly ugly combination of native reactionary and foreign Fascist-Nazi forces.
Such stereotypes are not inappropriate in the context of the Spanish Civil
War. Second, I advocate guerrilla warfare both as a sometimes moderately
effective means of contributing to conventional military operations and as

a frequently decisive means of mobilizing popular support for uaconventional
political operations. This last belief also serves as the basis for my third
major bias, one which only arose during the research--namely, that the Social=-
ist and Communists in the Republican government erred seriously if not even
decisively so by rejecting the Anarchists' proposal to pursue a vigorous
policy of social revoluticn even in the midst of the civil war. In essence,
the Loyalist officials approached their crucial struggle with the pedestrian
attitude that politics was the "art of the possible" when survival required

that it be viewed more as the art of the "impossible."
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II. GUERRILLA OPPORTUNITIES

It is nc surprise that the guerrilla mode of warfare occurred during
the Spanish Civil War, Spain being the "classic" land of the guerrilla.
First, it contributed the very word to our language during the Peninsuls War
of 1308-181L  Second, guerrilla and other closely related forms of "irregu-
lar" armed conflict had been so common in the Iberian peninsula since the
second century of the pre-Christian e¢ra as to amount to a traditionl--an
obvious alternative form of struggle that governments, rebels, and invaders
would have to anticipate in their planning. Furthermore, during the civil
war itself, the incipient revolutionary situation behind the highly permeable
battletfront was an open invitation to guerrilia operations. Thus it is sup-
erficially surprising that the successive Loyalist governments persistently

failed to create such units.

A. Republican Reluctance to Sponsor Guerrilla War

A number of persons had been recommending that the Republican govern-
ment engage in guerrilla warfare on a large scale. One of the earliest sug-
gestions came from the then still pro-Communist American leftist journalist,

Louis Fischer, who had gone to Spain to cover the civil war for The Nation.

1 Jean Descola, A History of Spein (New York: Knopf, 1962), traces
Spanish "guerrillas" back to Viriathus in the 2nd century B.C. and to King
Pelayo in the 8th century A.D. However, it is not clear from Descola's

meager description that these were gucrrille forces in the sense that we

mean them here.
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On 12 October 1926 Fischer drafted his recommendations in a letter to Premier
Francisco Iargo Caballero.l Fischer conceded that: "I know scme attempts
have been made here. But this should be launched on a vast scale, and right
20w when the enemy is near.'2 Fischer's passing mention of earlier "at-
tempts" probably refers to the Bayo-Ur{barry commando operations at Madrid
earlier that same October described below. It is also revealing of his lack
of local expertise that Fischer based his arguments on Russian partisan war-
fare precedents, entirely overlooking the obvious Spanish one.3

Premier Largo Caballero refused these suggestions, for guerrillas--
including that by Fischer--on the expressed grounds that there were neither
the cadre available to train them nor the weapons to arm them.u This ra-

tionale has been echoed by others, including "Yank" Levy who argued:5

1 Louis Fischer, Men and Politics: An Autobiography (New York: Duell,
“loan and Pearce, 194l1), pp. 372-377, for backgrouna and text of this letter.

° Fischer (1), 37k,

3 Only after sending this letter (but before his interview with the
Premier) did Fischer settle down to do some homework on indigenmous guerrillas,
reading, he states, the "Oxford History of Napoleon's Peninsula War in Spain
in 1808-09." As no book by this specific title exists, I presume Fischer
is referring to Charles Oman, A History of the Peninsular War (7 vols.,
Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1902-1930).

. Fischer (41), 275, for Largo Caballero's reply given later that same

day in his interview.

’ Levy (42), 3b.
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There was not as much actual guerrilla war behind

the enemy lines in Spain as therc might have been.
The trouble was that the Republican Army had to be
almost entirely improvised and could only be hastily
trained. Therefore most of the best efforts of those
who knew how to fight went into the training of this
army, and into the battles which it fought. . . .
There were therefore too few people to plan and carry
out guerrilla uctivity behind the enemy's lines.

These reasons--presuming they were the Premier's real ones--reveal a gross
misconception of the nature and utility of guerrilla operations. If that
form of combat were desirable under the circumstances, it was prob-
ably the one military mode where a minimum expenditure of cadre and arms
could have produced maximum results. Like most stock generalizations about
guerrilla warfare, this i, moot, depending largely on local circumstances.
For example, the Soviet partisan movement during World War II did not just-
ify its cost in terus of enemy troops either killed, harassed, or tied down
in security work. Jis main value there was political: maintaining the
Soviet presence in nominally occupied Russian territory.l On the other hand,
the Duke of Wellington made deliberate, coordinated, full and effective use
of the Spanish partidos against the French during his successful Peninsular
Campaign. However, caution should be observed in drawing any parallels be-

tween the early Spanish guerrillas and the situation during the Spanish Civil

1 For a careful '"economic' assessment of the World War II Soviet

partisans see Armstrong (64), 31-39.
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War, as no comprehensive monographic studies of the former exist.l Indeed,
as Mao Tse-tung found and as Tito, Giap, and Guevara have reiterated, the
guerrilla's "main sources of manpower and materiel are at the front,” i.e.
obtained by capture.2 Even Stalin in Lis confidential letter of 21 Decem-
ber 1936 to Largo Caballero urged, among several other "friendly pieces of
advice, " that the Republican government use peasants tc "set up military
units of partisans behind the Fascist lines."3 But Largo Caballero ignored

this gratuitous advice from his principal foreign benefactor.

1 on Spanish guerrillas (and the comparable Portuguese Ordenanza) during
the Peninsular War see Jac Weller, Wellington in the Peninsula, 1308-181L
(New York: Barnes, 1962), pp. 21, 118, 122, 186, 2h7, 249, 271-273, 226, 272;
and Gabriel H. Lovett, Napoleon and the Birth of Modern Spain (2 vols., New
York: New York University Press, 1965), index under "guerrilla."

. Mao Tse-tung, "The Present Situation and Our Tasks" (25 Dec 1947), as
reprinted in Selected Military Writings of Mao Tse-tung (PERing: Foreign
Languages Press, 1963), p. 348. This point has been a central theme in the

current Chinese Communist propaganda for "wars of national liberation." See,

for example, Lin Piao's speech of 3 Sep 1965.

3 The full text of this letter was first published in an English trans-
lation by the disgruntled former Loyalist Ambassador to France, Araquistain,
in The New York Times, 4 Jun 1939, p. k3. For verification of the authenticity
of this letter see Julian Gorkin, Canibales Politicos: Hitler y Stalin en
Espafa (Mexico City: Ediciones Quetzal, 1941), p. 85. See also Salvador de
Madariage, Spain (2nd ed., New York: Creative Age Press, 1943), pp. hk72-L7h,
for the original French text. The letter was co-signed by Molotov and Voroshilov.

4 Madariaga (43), 290-391.
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It is quite true that cadre and even small-arms were in short supply
throughout the war. Hence the official avoidance ol the guerrilla mode may
have resulted from a rational (although not necessarily wise) decision to
assign the limited resources only to conventional military units. For ex-
ample, in the early months of conflict, official dispersal of all arms and
supplies was handled by Major Mart{n Blézquez in the War Ministry secretar-
jat. The perceptive memoirs by this professional officer make quite clear
the general shortage of war mateériel and describe the agonizing decisions
to allot scarce resources in response to urgent demands and needs of chaoti-
cally organized, unprofessional units. Although an anti-Communist, Major
Martfnldeliberately channeled a disproportionate amount of arms to the vari-
ous Communist-led units because he judged them to be the best organized units
and deemed their requests to reflect a realistic appraisal of their needs and

capabilities. Requ~nsts for arms from non-Communist officers and politicians

S Mart{n describes the situation only to March 1937 when he went into

voluntary exile in Faris. Jusé Mart?n Blazquez, I Helped to Build an Army:
Civil War Memoirs of a Spanish Staff Officer {London: Secker & Warburg,
1939), pp. 120-1Lé&, 170-183, 218, 292. Major Martin cites (p. 140) the in-
stance of the persistent requests in Aug 6 by Margarita Nelken de Paul,
bloodthirsty Socialist Deputy from Extremadura (Badajoz) in the Cortes

Espgﬁolas, for arms ..ud equipment for her constituents. Ddha Margarita, who
had already become a fellow-traveler after her trip to the Soviet Union in
1925, finally joined the Communist Party in 1937 but broke after the war.
See Gabriel Jackson, The Spanish Republic and the Civil War, 1931-1939
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965), pp. 181, 362.
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werce all too often based on personal favor than put in terms of individual
unit needs, much less in accord with any comp. chensive war-plan.

In any event, when the NKVD established and directed guerrilla opera-
tions in Spain, it did so independently of an uninterested Spanish Premier
and War Ministry. Colodny questionably asserts it was only during the
spring of 1927 that the guerrilla's activities were coordinated through the
Loyalist General Staff.l Even so, such operations never reached the dimen-
sions that some persons and factions hoped for, as exemplified by Ehrenburg's
recent recollection that when he visited the Anarchist leaders in Barcelona
in April 1938 they too deplored the fact that the Republican government was
still making so little use of guerrilla warfare, pointing out to him that:

2 And the Spanish Anarchiast

"Every Spaniard is a natural guerrilla fighter.'

journalist, Abraham Guillen, writing frcm .is Uruguayan exile, still deplores

the lack of "a Tito" in the Spanish Civil War, a lack that he attributes to

the bad advice of the Russians who pressed only for "fronial confrontations."3
This illustrates a recurring theme: Spaniards who recalled their

glorious guerrilla tradition but did nothing effective about it. For example,

1 Robert Garland Colodny, The Struggle for Madrid (New York: Paine-

Whitman, 1958), pp. 24, 160. As most of Colodny's other references to

"guerrillas" are defective, this unsupported statement about coordination

should be treated skeptically.

Z Ilya Ehrenburg, Eve of War 1933-1941 (London: MacGibbon & Kee,

1963), p. 210. This portion of Ehrenburg's controversial memoirs was orig-

inally published in Moscow in Novy Mir in May 1962.
2 wabraham Guillen Past, Present Activities Cited” (in Spanish),
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Julio Alvarez del Vayo-~prominent pro-Communist Socialist in the Foreign
Ministry-~was quite romantically attrarted since childhood to the opportuni-

ties for the guerrilleros in Spain whose very geography he characterized in

his autobiography as having been '"created for guerrilla warfare."l In De-
cember 1936 the Commander of the Republican Air Force, Socialist Colonel
(later Communist General) Hidalgo de Cisneros, bragged to Communist Stephen
Spender in Valencia that: "Even if they defeat us, we shall go on fighting
there!"-~indicating the Asturias mountains on a mnp.2 Such mindless evoca-
tions of historical tradition were also noted by Arthur Koestler in the des-
perate last week of 1926 on the Malaga front where brave junior commanders
unrealistically said that if overwhelmed by tanks they would 'strangle them
with our naked hands" or take the men "up into the Sierra" for partisan

uurfare.3

Izquierda (Montevideo), 25 Apr 1969, p. 8, as translated into English in Joint
Publications Research Service, Translations on Latin America, No. 191 (JERS
No. 48232, 13 Jun 1969), pp. 61-62.

1

J. Alvarez del Vayo, The last Optimist (London: Putnam, 1950), pp. L-6.
He also indicates with approval that the 19th Century Spanish guerrillero was

both free of rank consciousness and tended to support liberal causes.

2 Stephen Spender, World Within World (London: Hamilton, 1951), p. 231.

2
= Arthur Koestler, Spanish Testament (London: Gollancz, 1937), pp. 190,
191, 193. This passage and some others are factual reporting, although this

book was written while Koestler was masked as a "bourgeoise" journalist for
the London News Chronicle while still a secret Communist Party member writing

for Willi Munzenberg's Comintern propaganda mill in Paris.
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A final example of the tendency to thoughtlessly invoke the poetic
tradition of guerrilla war while distorting the contextual reality is the
recent account of the Garibaldi Battalion by the former Commissar-Inspector
of the International Brigades, "Luigi Gallo" (Luigi Longo), that character-
izes the Internationals' defense of Madrid as being in the "patriotic tra-
dition" of the '"old Spanish guerilleros."l I find it difficult to conceive
a less apt characterization of the disciplined Interrationals. As Longo
was himself the senior Communist leader of the Italian partisans during
World War II, one would expect him to mention the guerrilla operations in
Spain, of which he must have been aware, if only after the fact. Neverthe-
less he avoids this topic as well as any other premature revelations of
activities or personalities still censored by Moscow.

When Stalin found Socialist Premier Largo Caballero--whom Pravda had
once prematurely labeled "the Spanish Lenin"--too inattentive to Soviet
demands, & hopefully more tractable replacement was soon found in the person

of Juan Negrfn. His accession as Premier in May 1927 provided the occasion

1 Luigi longo, le Brigate Internazionali en Spagna ([Bologna]: Editori
Riuniti, 1956), p. 136.
2

Thus, writing in 1956, he manages a cautious conformity to the then
current Soviet Communist line on disclosures of the Communist rSle in the
Spanish Civil War. His book was sufficiently orthodox to be issued in
Moscow in a Russian translation in 1960. Longo succeeded Togliatti as
Secretary-General of the Italian Communist Party on the latter's death in
1964,
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for a fresh attempt to urge development of guerrilla warfare. In this case
the approach was made by the (then) non-Communist Loyalist Air Force Captain
Alberto Ba.yo:L who the previous year had led both the ill-conceived Catalonian
amphibious invasion of the Balearic Islands and the first Loyalist commando
group, which was improvised at the Madrid Front. As a military adviser to
Premier Negri'n, Captain Bayo recommended the formation of Loyalist guerrilla
units. However, not only did Nepfn--on advice of his non-Communist Army
Chief of Staff, General Rojoe--re,ject this proposal, but Bayo found himself
tesporarily imprisoned. When released, Bayo persisted in his proposal and,
in 1935, was per-ltted to found a guerrilla training camp in Catalonia; but,

2
as he admitted, 1t was then tcu late to be effective.” I suspect that Bayn's

1 For biographical sketches of Bayo and other Spanish Civil War

guerrillas see Appendix B.

e Although Vincente Rojo--who was amnestied and returned to Spain in

1958--does not refer to this incident in his book on the major Civil War
campaigns, the fact that he omits any mention of guerrilla operations is
proof enough of his contempt as a professional soldier for that paramilitary
mode. He does, however, stress the psychological spirit of "guerrillaism."
General Vincente Rojo, Espéa Heroica (2nd ed., Mexico City: Ediciones Era,
1961) pp- 25, 329.

: Personal communication of 25 Aug 1965 from Ernst Halperin who inter-
viewed Bayo in Cuba in 1963. Bayo's ideas at the time are presumably the
subject of his very rare la Guerra sera de los Guerrilleros [It will be a

guerrilla war] that he published under his own name in Barcelona in 1927.
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imprisonment was the work of the NKVD which, having by then established
their own guerrilla force, did not wish to see competition. In any case,
by the time of his release, the Loyalist Government had effectively moder-

ated the earlier virtual monopolization of the secret police by the Con-

nunists.

In a recent article obliquely attacking "Che" Guevara's theory that a
general revolutionary situation can be induced by the implanting of guerrilla

"centers,” Colonel Lister--a leading member of the Spanish CP Central Com-

mittee since 1937--stated that:l

A powerful guerrilla movement behind Franco's
lines became a possibility even befcre the

civil war had ended. It could have been based H
on the thousands of patriots operating in the
mountains in the territory held by Franco's
fascists. But the successive Republican gov-
ernments and their war ministers failed to

seize the opportunity.

B. The Spanish Peasantry

Despite the need for an understanding of Spanish rural loyalties and lL
committedness in any effort to assess either guerrilla potential in particu-

lar or its general staying power in a war of attrition, this aspect has not

1 Enrique Lister, "lessons of the Spanish Guerrilla War (1929-1951),"
World Marxist Review, Vol. 8, No. 2 (Toronto: Feb 1965), pp. 53-58, quoting

from p. 53.
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been adequately studied. 1Indeed even in the general literature on guerrilla
warfare the problem is still commonly overlooked entirely or dismissed either
with a catch-phrase about "spontanec. " development or, if the mocvement has
or is presumed to have Communist leaders, with an all too facile reference
to the "organizational wea.pon."l Several questions about the Spanish peas-
antry should be raised and investigated before describing the actual guer-
rilla operations undexrtaken. First, what was the attitude among the rural
population toward the combattants; did they in fact favor the government?
Second, what potential for guerrilla warfare existed in the countryside;
were the peasants prepared politically and organizationally to engage in
such combat?

If Orwell was correct in his assessment that there was '"no real popu-
lar movement in Franco's rear," this alone could fully account for the of-
ficial reluctance to send guerrilla groups behind the lines as well as why--
as we shall see--the initial efforts were conceived only as short-range,
short-duration, commando-type, line-crossing operations.2 However, we shall

see that this widely held view of rural Spain was incorrect.

1 Bven Garthoff (532), 396, LO1, stumbles over this point; although he

does stress that "spontaneously developing" Soviet guerrilla groups did in
part evolve during WW II from harsh Nazi occupatior policies.

& George Orwell, Homage to Catalonia (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1952),
p. 69. This sensitive appreciation of some of the subtleties of the war was
first published in 1928 by Eric Blair (1902-1950) under his pen-name of
Orwell. As a left-wing socialist, Orwell believed that the urban proletariat
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Franz Borkenau has given a brief, perceptive, pessimistic analysis of
the interplay of political, social, industrial, agricultural, and military
factors that created a situation where the Loyalists could not (or, at
least, did not) forge a policy capable of mobilizing and harnessing the

existing revolutionary impulses in the urban proletariat and provoking such

impulses in the rural peasantry. He concluded that:l

« « o the great majority of the Spanish people
really do not and cannot know what they are
fighting for. They will defend their towns and
villages against immediate aggression. They will
defend their local and regional independence. They
hate foreign intrusion. But most of all they wish

for an end of the war.

Did a guerrilla potential even exist in the Spanish countryside?

Clearly the peasantry had long-standing and deep-seated grievances,

and poorer peasantry neither liked Franco nor wanted him to win; but, as a
POUMist sympathizer he further argued that the government's precipitate
abandonment of revolutionary principles prevented the development of active

hostility to the Nationalists on their own ground.
1 Franz Borkenau, "Introduction" to Mart{n Blazquez (29), viii-xxii.

> For the state of Spanish agriculture and the peasantry before the
Civil War see Jackson (65), 29-30, 80-85; Salvador de Madariaga (U43),
110-117, 212-21k4, 3L45; Thomas (61), 48-52; and Gerald Brenan, The Spanish
Labyrinth (New York: Macmillan, 1943), pp. 87-131, 236-340.

S
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exceeding even those among the urban proletariat who were indeed a militantly
active revolutionary force. Hcwever, unlike the factory and city workers,
the peasantry was not as effectively organized by either the unions or the
political parties.l Banditry, which often used guerrilla methods, had
existed in the countryside since the Peninsular Wars: and it was precisely

to coniiol this type of intermittent activity that the Guardia Civil had

been created in 18kk as a special gendarmerie organized along military rather
than police lines.2 Those sporadic, isolated risings that occurred in rural
villages (Eueblos) during the early 1920s were the direct result of either
the transient presence of urban Anarchist agitators or were organized by
local peasant Anarchist converts. However, agricultural strikes accounted
for relatively few lost work days.3 This is particularly striking because
the powerful urban unions traditionally gained their activists from among

the landless laborers (braceros) of Andalusia who had immigrated to the
factories of Barcelona. And by 1932 even the Socialist (UGT)-founded Fed-
eration of Land Workers (FETT) had achieved a marked success by more-or-less
organizing 445,000 rural members, mostly braceros, and was modestly success-

ful in encouraging peasant strikes and land seizures before the Civil W’ar.h

1 For the politics of the Spanish proletariat before and during the
Civil War see the cited works of Borkenau, Brenan, Fischer, Jackson, and
Orwell.

2 Brenan (43), 156-157.

2 homas (61), 48-49; Jackson (65), 69-71, 85, 96-97, 211.

. On the Federation of Land Workers see Jackson (65), 29, 69, 79-80,

112, 222-223; and Brenan (L42), index.
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In the late 19th century the newly formed urban middle class Anarchist mili-
tants began a deliberate campaign of prosylitizing among the Andalusian
braceros, moving from village to village, conducting night classes to teach
literacy and preach che evils of religion, prostitution, gambling, alcohol,
meat, coffee, and tobacco. Soon there developed an ideological division--
again most strongly influential among the rural Anarchists of Andalusia--that
sought self-sufficient cooperative pueblcs. In common with their urban pro-
letarian comrades, the rural Anarchists adopted the general strike as their
mein agitational tool and with it won similar moderate successes in securing
higher wages and shorter hours, but the latter's main purpose was to achieve
local autonomy rather than material betterment.l

The only center of organized revolt outside the cities has proven to
be in the mines. The highly unionized and politicized coal-miners of Asturias
revolted in October 1934 and were brutally suppressed in two weeks by govern-
ment forces.2 That this situation is endemic rather than fortuitous is seen
in the fact that beginning anew in April 1962 the 80,000 dinamiteros of

Asturias have reasserted their defiance of authority by organized strikes--

1 Brenan (43), 157-172-202.

= All major unions were represented in the mines, from the predominant

Socialist UGT, through Communists and Trotskyists, to the Anarchist CNT.
The best effort to reconstruct the social, political, and military aspects
of the poorly documented Asturias revolt of 1934 is Jackson (65), 148-168.




but without violence on either side.l During the Civil War, the miners of
Asturias made at least two contributions to the Loyalists: numerous veter-
ans of the 1934 revolt who had spent the intervening years in Moscow were
returned as Comintern officers to staff the Army and the Spanish Communist
Party (CPE), and others were reportedly recruited by Captain Bayo to serve
in his semi-guerrilla column at Madrid.

In sum, what the peasants--even the revolutionized ones--lacked was
organization. Without this it was not possible to channel their deep griev-
ances of all that they believed the Rebel generals stood for. The very suc-
cess of the Anarchists in rather widely disseminating their philosophy in
the receptive countryside only reinforced the already existing separatistic
and individualistic tendencies that prevented united popular action by the

?
Spanish peasants.2 As Borkenau concluded:~

: Benjamin Welles, Spain: The Gentle Anarchy (New York: Praeger,

1965)) pp. 12, 95'96: 101, 102, 128-130, 216.
2

Eric Hobsbawm makes this point precisely in his case study of the
pre-Civil War Andalusian agrarian Anarchists. Although Hobsbawm's account
is based mainly on Brenan's data, his own analysis is more to the point.

E. J. Hobsbawm, Social Bandits and Primitive Rebels: Studies in Archaic
Forms of Social Movement in the 19th and 20th Centuries (Glencoe: The Free
Press, 1959), pp. 74-92. This book appeared after Hobsbawm broke with the
Pritish Communist Party over the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. Thus his analy-

sis is that of a Marxist non-Commuaist.

2 Franz Borkenau, The Spanish Cockpit (London: Faber and Faber, 1937),
Ppo 281‘2820
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The masses wanted to fight and did fight heroi«ally,
but they wanted it to be a fight in the old guerilla
manner of 1707 and 1808, a rising from village to
village, from town to town; against the threat of

tyranny.

But that could not be. The numerous, isolated rural revolts were thwarted
by government policy.l And the revolutionary formation of anarchic militia

columns was soon made obsolete by the reinforcement of modern foreign arms

and troops from Germany and (taly. It may be accurate to characterize these
initial revolts as "spontaneous'; but it is quite incorrect to apply this
adjective, as do Diaz and Colodny, to the guerrilla groups that subsequently
formed behind the lines.

Thus, while the revolutionary spirit was endemic in agrarian communi-
ties from the late 19th century until the Civil War, actual revolts were
sporadic and uncoordinated and hence their control never presented more than

a local police problem. Even in July 1936 when the Republican Governmént

called for resistance against the Rebels, all it triggered was an epidemic
of still-uncoordinated local rural revolutions that permitted both the
Rebel and Loyalist police and military forces to suppress them one by one

at leisure.

1 For the scant references to the political and social conditions in

rural Spain curing the Civil War see particularly Borkenau (37), 79-80,
93-108, 148-157, 202-207.
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But did the Loyalists believe they could have mobilized the peasantry?
The question is not merely an impractical excursion into the fantasy world
of hypothetical futures.l We shall see that its answer determines the answer
to the final question of why the Loyalists chose not to sponsor a wide-scale
guerrilla war.

The initial, unspecific call for popular resistance came from the
Popular Front Government in Madrid, but this was a body that bot: the rural
and urban Anarchists were on principle unwilling to recognize.2 The Anarch-
ists took the occasion to launch their own revolutionary program in the coun-
tryside, expropriating and collectivizing the land and property and frequently
murdering priests, gentry, and policemen. Had the government succeeded in
winning the support of the Anarchist leadership in Barcelona, the possibility
might have then matured to allow them to advocate and organize guerrilla war-
fare. But this possibility was never tested. By the time the Anarchist
leaders interviewed by Ehrenburg in Barcelona in 1938 were deploring the
failure of the government to make greater use of guerrilla warfare, they
were already presumably too deeply preoccupied by their desperate political

struggle with the Communists to sponsor such operations themselves.

1 The possibly interesting but historically irrelevant hypothetical
question is: "If the Loyalists had chosen to sponsor agrarian guerrillas,
would these have materialized?" The answer would be & "Yes, probably,"” judg-
ing from the fact that the Communists were able to do so in Spain in the

middle 1940s under seemingly less favorable circumstances.

2 Hobsbawm (59), 91.

e
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As for Franco's Nationalists, we can grant that it would have been
impossible for them to mobilize much less sustain widespread guerrille war-
fare in Loyalist zones, aven had they sought to do so, because the bulk of
the peasantry--particularly in Catalonia, Aragon, and Andalusia--staunchly
opposed the Rebels whose intentions they understood well enough.l Con-
versely, the Loyalists had the strong possibility of so mobilizing the exist-
ing rural revolutionary fervor. The final question remains of why the Loyal-
ists did not attempt to exploit this possibility. The answer is complex but
not elusive. It lies in the tangled internal politics of the loyalist camp,
particularly in the Soviet efforts to exploit and control the political di-
visions of the Republic. This question can be answered briefly, because
the political and international aspects of the Civil War have been thoroughly

and convincingly elucidated, particularly in the flurry of recent books.2

£ The single region where the peasants came out in support of the
Rebels was Navarre, according to Ehrenburg (63), 117.
This small province of 400,000 population was characterized by Brenan (43),
95-97, as "the most conservative peasant society in Europe' as a consequence
of its medieval family-community landownership system and monarchist politi-
cal sympathies.

2 Lmong the early writers, few besides Borkenau and Orwell grasped

the problem. The most thorough recent study is Jackson (65), 276-292.
The widely cited book by Thomas (61) is not reliable on this nor, indeed,
on most anything.
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My hypothesis--an inference rather than a directly documented
fact--why tho Republican Government did not exploit the clear and
rewarding possibilities of full scale guerrilla war is that in order tc
do so they would have had to adopt a policy of social revolution in the
countryside. Only such a policy could have mobilized the popular
support necessary for guerri.laism. And only such a policy could have
galvanized and utilized the extensive existing Socialist and, particularly,
Anarchist peasant organizations to give effective leadership (under
trained Loyalist and Soviet military advisers) to a general guerrilla
revolt., But, the Republican Popular Front Government had already bitterly
debated and emphatically rejected this very policy in the early months
of the Civil War. The Popular Front coalition of Socialists and various
left and center parties had--with the insistence of the Spanish Communists,
the Comintern, and Stalinist Moscow--specifically decided to adopt a policy
where pursuing the war as a conventional military struggle came first and
foremost while the promised social revclution was placed in abeyance
until victory. Only the Anarchists had the vision (or perhaps merely
the sincerity of their avowed philosophy) to argue that the social
revolution was itself the best guzrantee of victory over the Rebel
generals and their Nazi and Fasci%t allies. Indeed, the Anarchists
were crushed in May 1937 for thei* persistent urging of such a policy.

|

Thus a guerrilla war policy fell victim to an overriding political policy.

)




C. The Moors

In researching this paper I was surprised to find that a second major
and "obvious" source of potential revolt behind the Nationalist lines--the
Moslem population of Spanish Morocco--was also very largely overlooked in
the literature.

The eventually unsuccessful rebellion of the Moslem Rif tribesmen in
the 1920's had not only been a major fact of Spanish political-military
life but one that the best-selling memoir of American journalist Vincent
Sheean had made the Rifs a household word throughout the woi'ld by the mid-
1930°s. T

The protracted and brutally costly rebellion of the Rifs was finally

ended in 1926. The Rifs had, by threatening French interests in their own

zone of Morocco, provoked the intervention of the French Army on the side of

1 For the Rif revolts see Vice-Admiral C. V. Usborne, The Conquest of

Morocco (London: Paul, 1936); Douglas E. Ashford, Political Change in
Morocco (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961), pp. 27-29; and Vincent
Sheean, Personal History (New York: Doubleday, Doran, 1934), pp. 82-161. A
singularly perceptive memoir by a Spanish Socialist who served as a non-
commissioned officer against the Rif, is Arturo Barea, The Forging of a Rebel

(New York: Reynal & Hitchcock, 1946), pp. 225-418. A Moroccan account

is 'Alal al-Fsi, The Independence Movements of Arab North Africa (Washington,
D. C.: American Council of learned Societies, 1954), pp. 94-105.
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the Spaniards, thereby sealing the fate of the revolt which quickly ended
in the exile of the remarkable Rif leader, Abd-el-Krim, to Reunion Island.

Still, the conflict had not been resolved--only muted. The Arabs of
Spanish Morocco ached for vengeance against and freedom from Spain, but
were restrained by the overlooming power and influence of Fra.nce.l

The first overt move in the Spanish Civil War occurred in Spanish
Morocco when the officers garrisoned there rose in rebellion on 17 July
1926. The following day General Franco arrived from his semi-exile in the
Canary Islands to take command of the Army of Africa, the main military
force at the commind of the rebel generals.

From the first, the Caliph and the Grand Vizir sided with Franco,2 but
the main leaders of the Moroccan nationalist movement did not. The latter

sought to capitalize on the civil war to gain independence for the Moors.

! Bernard Newman, I Saw Spain (London: James, 1937), p. 242. Newman,
a British journalist in Morocco at the time of Franco's pronunciamiento in
July 1936, also was the first writer to make the interesting comment that
the Rif had come to like the Germans who had supplied them with clandestine
arms during the Rif Wars. Newman implies that this favor for Weimar German
industrialists may have somehow been transferred to Hitler's Wehrmacht dur-
ing the Spanish Civil War.

2 Robert A. Friedlander, '"Holy Crusade or Unholy Alliance? Franco's

'National Revolution' and the Moors," Southwestern Social Science Quarterly,
Vol. 44 (Mar 1964), pp. 347,348-349. Compare al-Fasi (54), 150, who asserts
the Caliph had initially protested against the revolt. In any case, by

19 July, that is, two days after the uprising, the Grand Vizir had publicly
sided with Franco.
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Spanish Morocco served throughout the civil var as a major staging

and training base for the insurgent generals.l But an even more important
key to the successful Nationalist rebellion was the crack units of the
Regulares (Moorish troops). Together with the Tercio (the Spanish Foreign
Legion), they constituted the 32,000-man Army of Africa=—General Franco's
contributicn to the generals' revolt when airlifted from Morocco to Spain
by German Luftvaffe aviation, beginning on 28 July 1936. These Moors were
probably deciiive in the fifst month or two of the revolt; they were cer-
tainly of critical improtance for tie first six months; and the nearly
135,000 of them who served throughout the war constituted a major pert of
the Nationalist shock troops, snipers, and diversionists.

Consequently, any efforts to create civil unrest in Spanish Morocco,
subvert the Moorish troops, or prevent their continuing recruitment should
have been a high priority matter for the Republican Government. One of
the intriguing aspects the Spanish Civil War is that no major Loyalist ef-
forts were made to this end. The reasons are probably closely related to
those that prevented the Loyalist Government from encouraging insurgency
among the Spanish peasantry, particularly the unwillingness to encourage
revolutionary activities. In addition, there was allegedly a fear that
fomenting of tribal nationalism would bring about the active opposition of

the French Government.

1 7. Alvarez del Vayo, Freedom's Battle (New York: Knopf, 1940),

ppo 123 -12u.
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Opportunities for encouraging revolt in the Spanish zone of Morocco
seemed excellent. The massive revolt of the Rif tribes launched by Abd-ei-
“rim in 1920 proved by its near success and the fact that it was finally
suppressed in 1926 only by the direct intervention of 200,000 French troops
that Spanish Morocco was a potential mare's nest of tribal insurrection
during the Spanish Civil War. Furthermore, the rival J;ban-based Moroccan
Nationalist movement--that finally brought independence in 1956 and absorbed
the Spanish zone over the subsequent two years-~had grown gradually in or-
ganization, influence, and power since its founding in 1926. Peace had been
maintained after 1926 by Spanish Governments--both dictatorship and Republi-
can--only by playing off the various tribes, nationalist groups, and aristo-

crats against one another.l

1. Republican Political Maneuvers and Policies Toward the Moors

Curiously, not only did the Republican Government not take any initia-
tive in exploiting Moroccan nationalism,2 but they even rejected the overt
Moroccan offers of support in return for political independence for Spanish

e
Morocco.™

1 Ashfora (61), 25-50.

5 I have been unable to verify the implausible bare assertion by As- *
sociated Press Madrid correspondent Knoblaugh (37), 174, that Loyalist aircraft
had dropped anti-Franco leaflets in Spanish Morocco sometime in 1936 or 1937.

3 For the Loyalist-Moorish negotiations in general see John P. Halstead, h
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Even before the Spanish generals' declaration of rebellion, the Moroccan
nationalists feared that such a military coup d'etat would weaken the Moor-
ish political position. Accordingly, with some intimation of the local as-
pects of the conspiracy, the Moorish naticnalists had sent a delegation to
Madrid to warn of this and to offer their support in exchange for self-govern-
ment. However, the Spanish Republican leaders interpreted the warning as mere
Moroccen nationalist agitation.l

Within weeks after the rebellion on 17-18 July 1936, a complicated ser-
ies of interrelated negotiations occurred among the Moroccan nationalists,
the Spanish Republican Government, the French Popular Front Government of
Socialist Premier Blum, and Spanish Catalan leaders.

Tt.ese meetings began in Geneva where Amir Shakib Arslan, a Pan-Arab
leader, maintained an office. Arslan was approached i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>